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For the last ﬁfty years, urban street planning and design in the UK and several other European countries has been led by trafﬁc 
engineers who have given priority to the needs of motor vehicles. This has resulted in street environments that are unattractive for 
people on foot, whether travelling along the street, or using the street as a destination for economic or social activities.
Attitudes to the street environment are now changing in the UK, with the publication of a ‘Manual for Streets’ by the government, 
focussing on new urban residential streets, and the development of a comprehensive ‘Link and Place’ Guide to planning and designing 
all types of urban streets by the authors. Both documents stress the need to consider each street in its wider urban context, as both a 
movement channel forming part of the road network (i.e. a Link) and as Place in its own right. Design solutions should be inﬂuenced 
by both Link and Place user needs, and solutions will vary according to the balance of signiﬁcance of these two at any location.
The paper introduces the concept of Link and Place; it illustrates the range of street functions and user needs and shows how 
classifying streets on this basis leads to a greater consideration of the needs of people, rather than vehicles, in street planning and 
design. It discusses how this broadens the basis for assessing street performance and prioritising areas for improvement, and helps 
to determine the appropriate balance of street space and capacity to be allocated to different street user groups. This, in turn, affects 
the kinds of design solution appropriate in different contexts.  
People-based planning is central to this approach, and the paper concludes by illustrating a hands-on public consultation exer-
cise that used Link and Place principles to redesign an urban high street to meet the needs of local residents and businesses, using 
both physical and computer-based design tools.
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1. INTRODUCTION
1.1 Historical context
Since the start of the rapid growth in motorisation 
in many parts of Western Europe in the late 1950s/early 
1960s, the planning and design of the layout of street net-
works in urban areas has given priority to meeting the re-
quirements of the motor vehicle, with a corresponding 
tendency to encourage the relocation of other traditional 
street activities to sites off busier urban streets. In the 
UK, this was based on principles set out in the Buchanan 
Report1 in 1963, which in turn derived in part from prin-
ciples earlier established by Alker Tripp in the late 1930s2. 
At the heart of Buchanan’s thinking was a belief that, in 
a traditionally designed town or city, there is an irrecon-
cilable conﬂict between vehicle-based movement and a 
high quality local urban environment, which can only be 
resolved through physical separation. As a consequence 
the Buchanan Report made a fundamental distinction be-
tween two kinds of road: those for trafﬁc distribution 
(movement) and those for local access to buildings and ac-
tivities adjacent to the road, within protected ‘environmen-
tal areas’. In explaining this distinction, an analogy was 
used of a hospital or other major public building, where 
the internal space is divided into rooms (where activities 
take place) and corridors for movement. 
While this approach was intended to best serve the 
needs of urban areas with high levels of car ownership, 
the practical experience derived from attempting to apply 
it on the ground in the UK has revealed a number of prob-
lems. In particular:
- Attempts to retroﬁt roads in urban areas to conform to 
the Buchanan principles has resulted in the busier ur-
ban streets being redesigned as high capacity routes, 
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with restrictions on parking and loading, narrow foot-
ways and wide carriageways, pedestrian guard railing 
to restrict pedestrian movement and the installation of 
pedestrian underpasses or overbridges. In the process, 
such routes have become major impediments to pedes-
trian movement, and often unattractive and unsafe 
public spaces, which has led to the demise of many 
traditional street activities.
- Where new housing areas have been designed accord-
ing to the Buchanan principles, it has often made ac-
cess to/from these areas by bus, and on foot or by 
bicycle, very difﬁcult or unattractive, thereby encour-
aging high levels of car use and discouraging the use 
of more sustainable transport modes.
- The idea of the ‘environmental area’ was often associ-
ated with the then current town planning preference 
for land use zoning, thereby replacing conventional 
patterns of mixed-use development with large single 
use areas that necessitate longer distance travel – again 
discouraging journeys on foot or by bicycle.
In the UK in particular, the planning and design of 
urban streets has largely been the responsibility of the traf-
ﬁc engineer, whose background and training has tended to 
result in an emphasis on meeting the requirements of mo-
tor vehicles over the needs of other types of street uses 
that tend to be more people-focussed. This, in turn, has 
resulted in the development of detailed design standards 
for road trafﬁc (lane widths, sizes of parking and loading 
bays, etc.) and the derivation of economic values for the 
problems they suffer (e.g. time losses, road trafﬁc acci-
dents), while nothing comparable exists for many of the 
other street activities. This disparity, in turn, reinforces 
the trafﬁc dominance in urban street design.
The implications of all this for urban street design 
are illustrated schematically in Figure 1. Here we see a 
presumption that street space should be reserved for mov-
ing trafﬁc, with secondary priority for parking/loading 
activity, and the lowest priority for other (footway-based) 
street activities.
1.2 A more holistic approach to urban streets
There has been increasing concern in the UK about 
the dominance of road trafﬁc in urban areas, and the role 
that conventional street planning and design has played 
in fostering this. Such concerns have converged from two 
different directions. First, from trafﬁc planners attempting 
to encourage use of more sustainable transport modes; 
and second, from urban designers, developers and others 
worried about the poor condition of the public realm and 
the low quality of facilities for social and economic activi-
ties – partly in contrast to the high quality environments 
offered in many out-of-town retail and commercial devel-
opments.
This has resulted in many reports and guidelines 
being produced by a range of UK organisations in recent 
years, all encouraging a recognition of streets as being 
places for people rather than just vehicles. One of the 
most signiﬁcant publications has been the Manual for 
Streets3, published by the Department for Transport and 
the Department for Communities and Local Government, 
which has signalled a fundamental change in national 
policy in the UK. This stresses the role of streets as Plac-
es as well as channels for movement (drawing on princi-
ples set out in the European Union funded ‘ARTISTS’4 
project), and shows how a more balanced approach to 
street planning and design can be applied in the case of 
lightly-trafﬁcked residential roads in new housing devel-
opments. 
While establishing the principle of adopting a more 
holistic, people-centred approach to urban street planning 
and design, the Manual for Streets does not address in 
any detail the planning of the whole urban street network 
nor how to design appropriately for competing street uses 
on the busier sections of street, where space is limited. 
These latter issues have been addressed in a recent 
Guide by the authors of this paper5, based around con-
cepts of ‘Link’ and ‘Place’. This builds on the work of the 
EU ARTISTS project, and involved a number of case study 
applications of the principles and techniques in various 
parts of London. 
Ｃarriageway was allocated all possible 
space within a street cross-section.
Parking and loading requirements were ‘fitted
in’ where space was not needed for the carriageway.
Fig. 1 Conventional approach to allocating urban 
street space
16  IATSS RESEARCH Vol.32 No.1, 2008
AIMING FOR A BETTER ROAD TRAFFIC ENVIRONMENT
1.3 Aims of this paper
The paper explains the concepts of Link and Place, 
brieﬂy illustrates the range of street functions and user 
needs and shows how classifying streets on this basis leads 
to a greater consideration of the needs of people, rather 
than vehicles, in street planning and design. It discusses 
how this broadens the basis for assessing street perfor-
mance and prioritising areas for improvement, and helps 
to determine the appropriate balance of street space and 
capacity to be allocated to different street user groups. 
This, in turn, affects the kinds of design solution appro-
priate in different contexts. 
People-based planning is central to this approach, 
and the paper concludes by illustrating a hands-on public 
consultation exercise that used Link and Place principles 
to successfully redesign an urban high street to meet the 
needs of local residents and businesses.
2. ‘LINK’ AND ‘PLACE’
2.1 Basic concepts 
Urban streets provide the setting for a wide range 
of urban street activities, which can be grouped under 
two broad types of street functions: ‘Link’ and ‘Place’. 
As a Link, a street provides a conduit for through 
movement, and forms an integral part of the wider urban 
street network and other, more specialised, urban trans-
port networks (e.g. on-street light rail network). A Link 
user may travel by a variety of modes, from private car or 
truck to bus, bicycle or on foot. Their essential need is to 
follow a continuous, linear path through the street net-
work, with minimum disruption and a seamless connec-
tion from the beginning to the end of their journey. In 
general they are seeking to minimise travel time along 
each section of street. 
As a Place, a street is a destination in its own right: 
a location where activities occur on or adjacent to the 
street. A Place user is someone wishing to make use of 
some of the features that are on that particular street, and 
will usually do so on foot. While such people are classi-
ﬁed as ‘pedestrians’, they are not passing through the 
area – they are spending time in the area, and may be car-
rying out a wide variety of activities (e.g. shopping, talk-
ing, waiting, resting, working6). They are particularly 
affected by the noise and air pollution produced by ve-
hicular trafﬁc, and the general severance effect of heavy 
trafﬁc volumes in inhibiting their movement between 
places on opposite sides of the street. 
However, not all of the trafﬁc and transport-related 
activity observed on urban streets is part of that street’s 
Link function. There are also some types of Place-related 
activities that are directly connected with trafﬁc and trans-
port, and occur within and adjacent to the carriageway. 
For example: loading/ unloading; parking by employees, 
customers, residents, etc.; and buses and trams stopping 
to drop off/pick up passengers. 
2.2 Urban street classiﬁcation
 The concepts of ‘Link’ and ‘Place’ provide the ba-
sis for developing a two-dimensional street classiﬁcation, 
into which every kind of urban street can be located. This 
is shown schematically in Figure 2, where a major city 
boulevard has both a high Link and high Place status and a 
local residential street a low Link and low Place status.
This can be formalised by deﬁning a number of Link 
and Place status levels, based on speciﬁc criteria (e.g. level 
in the road hierarchy for Link, and size of catchment area 
for Place), and then developing a two-dimensional street 
classiﬁcation matrix. Figure 3 provides an example of a 
‘ﬁve-by-ﬁve’ matrix, with categories I to V for Link and 
A to E for Place, resulting in 25 cells, or street types.
Classifying streets in this way has a number of ben-
eﬁts. In particular:
- Link status and Place status are measured using the 
same units, which helps to ensure that both dimensions 
are given equal consideration. Using conventional ap-
proaches, Link measures of importance tend to be 
grounded in quantitative data, while Place consider-
ations may derive from more qualitative data, thereby 
giving greater implicit emphasis to the Link function 
of the street. Within this two-dimensional classiﬁca-
tion, both status levels are decided by professional 
judgement. 
- The Link function and the Place function of a street are 
independent of each other, which contrasts with the 
conventional assumption that the Link role and Place 
role are inversely related. By making these two indepen-
dent, it means that we can cater for street types – such as 
radial high streets – that have both signiﬁcant Link and 
Place functions. It also removes the danger that a 
street’s primary function is dominated by its Link role, 
with the Place role assumed to be secondary – and as-
signed space not needed for Link purposes. 
- Thirdly, the independence of Link and Place encour-
ages these functions to be judged and addressed by dif-
ferent professionals. Thus, while transport planners or 
trafﬁc engineers would lead on the Link aspects of a 
street (as conventionally happens), the Place aspects 
would be handled by urban planners and urban design-
ers – all working in a multi-disciplinary team.
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2.3 Developing a ‘Street Plan’
When deciding on the Link and Place status of a 
particular street, it is important (i) that this speciﬁes the 
intended functions of that street, rather than how it per-
forms at present and (ii) that this is done in the context of 
what is happening in the whole urban area. So it is rec-
ommended that a city authority prepares a Street Plan, 
which deﬁnes the strategic functions and Link and Place 
status of each segment in the urban street network, also 
taking into account differences in predominant land use 
patterns and any transport mode priorities (e.g. strategic 
bicycle routes). In some situations, status levels may vary 
by time of day, day of week, or by season.
As shown in Figure 4, a Street Plan is broader in 
conception than a traditional road network or land use 
plan, as it takes into consideration everything that occurs 
in the vicinity of the street.
Source: Extracted from Ref (5), Example 6.
Fig. 3 A ﬁve-by-ﬁve Link/Place street classiﬁcation 
matrix
Source: Ref (5), page 45.
Fig. 2 Mapping diverse urban street types into a Link/Place framework
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3. STREET PERFORMANCE AND 
PRIORITISATION
3.1 Street performance indicators 
One of the key underpinnings for developing a 
more comprehensive and people-centred approach to 
street planning and design is the way in which street per-
formance is assessed: is the current design meeting the 
requirements of the various street user groups, given the 
Link and Place functions of that street segment as deﬁned 
in the Street Plan? To achieve this requires the develop-
ment of a suitable range of street performance indicators, 
which reﬂect the full range of street activities and condi-
tions. Table 1 illustrates the kinds of topics for which pre-
cise indicators might be developed. Note that some of 
these affect both Link and Place street user groups, and 
so have been placed in a joint column.
For each topic it is necessary to develop a precise 
indicator, or indicators (either objective or subjective) 
and to map each one onto a common rating scale – again, 
to ensure that each is given equal consideration, regardless 
of the natural units of measurement. Next, an ‘acceptabil-
ity threshold’ has to be determined for each indicator, to 
help in deciding whether current performance is satisfac-
tory or not; this may either simply be a binary point (ac-
ceptable/unacceptable) or have more gradations, such as 
in a ‘trafﬁc signal’ representation, showing red, amber and 
green states. In some cases, threshold value(s) may vary 
according to street status level (e.g. slower speeds ac-
cepted on lower Link status streets), or land use type (e.g. 
higher street noise levels acceptable in an industrial area).
3.2 Prioritising streets for treatment
Given the dominance of trafﬁc considerations in ur-
ban street planning and design over the past ﬁfty years, it 
is likely that an urban authority will identify a large num-
ber of street segments that require improvement. But how 
are priorities decided? Here it is recommended that three 
factors are taken into account:
- The degree of problem identiﬁed for each indicator 
(i.e. how far away is its performance from an accept-
able level?);
- The relative Link and Place status of that street seg-
ment – which function has the higher priority?
- Any weighting to be given to one indicator over another 
(e.g. high political priority given to addressing short-
falls in conditions for pedestrians with disabilities).
Figure 5 illustrates the outcome of such an exercise 
that was carried out along one main route corridor in 
London. Here indicators were developed for eleven Link 
and Place topics, and performance assessed for fourteen 
segments along the corridor. The ﬁgure shows weighted 
‘degree of problem’ scores for each topic, which are then 
summed (in the columns) to give an overall score; here 
we can see that segment 2 has the greatest cumulative 
degree of problems, with the largest shortfalls being re-
corded for the topics of buses, road safety and environ-
ment.
Table 1  Examples of topics for developing 
performance indicators
Link Indicator 
Topics
Place Indicator 
Topics
Link/Place
Indicator Topics
Average trafﬁc 
speeds
Retail vitality Trafﬁc accidents
Variability in trafﬁc 
speeds
Loading provision Personal security
Delays to non-
vehicle users
Quality of public 
realm
Air/noise pollution
Conventional scope of a road plan Conventional scope of a land use plan Scope of a Street Plan
Source: Ref (5), Example 11.
Fig. 4 Coverage of a Street Plan in comparison to a road or land use plan
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4. SPACE ALLOCATION AND STREET DESIGN
4.1 Design principles
The various street user groups competing for de-
sign attention on the busier urban streets require a combi-
nation of space and specialist ‘street design elements’ in 
order to successfully carry out their activities. Examples 
of the kinds of activities and corresponding infrastructure 
requirements for street Place users are shown in Table 2.
By identifying the needs of the different categories 
of Link and Place street users, it is possible to assess the 
total space requirements for all relevant Link and Place 
activities – particularly in cross section – on a street seg-
ment. In most cases there will be a ‘minimum’ and ‘desir-
able’ level of Link and Place street space provision. This 
ﬂexibility reﬂects both the ability to reduce space require-
ments for individual street design elements (e.g. more or 
fewer bicycle parking spaces, or larger or smaller bench-
es), and the possibility of using the same space - either si-
multaneously (e.g. same trafﬁc lane for cars, buses and 
cyclists), or at different points in time (e.g. kerbside load-
ing off-peak and bus lane during peak periods) - to ac-
commodate more than one requirement.
This is shown schematically in Figure 6, which de-
picts, in cross section, both the Minimum (min) and De-
sirable (des) levels of total provision for Link and Place 
street functions. As can be seen in this hypothetical ex-
ample, there is insufﬁcient width to accommodate Desir-
able levels of provision, or either combination of Minimum 
and Desirable, but there is more than sufﬁcient space to 
accommodate the Minimum levels of Link and Place 
functional infrastructure requirements, with some space 
to spare.
Where such a cross sectional space/capacity check 
is carried out, this can lead to one of four potential out-
comes:
(i) There is sufﬁcient – or more than enough - space/ca-
1
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8 9 10 11 12 13 14
  Road safety
  Environment
  Pedestrians
  Urban Realm
  Parking
  Loading
  Accessibility/DDA
  General Traffic
  Cycling
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  Freight
Source: Transport for London 
Fig. 5 Cumulative shortfall scores as a basis for prioritising attention
Table 2  Infrastructure requirements for various 
kinds of Place-related activities
Place street user 
group
Street activities Infrastructure 
requirements
Car users
Motorcyclists
Cyclists
Parking vehicle Parking space
Adequate lighting
Van/lorry user Loading/unloading Loading provision
Adequate lighting
Bus operators Boarding/alighting Protected kerbside 
at bus stops
Easy access for 
mobility restricted 
passengers
Adequate lighting
Bus passengers Waiting Shelter and seating
Lighting and security
Service information
Pedestrian 
(‘strollers’)
Window shopping
Queuing for services
Chatting to friends
Waiting for friends
Resting
Comfort break
Adequate lighting
Space to carry out 
their activities
Weather protection
Seating
Public toilets
Litter bins
Source:  Ref (5), Example 58.
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pacity to accommodate all the aggregate requirements 
of the set of Link and Place street design elements, at 
their Desirable levels of provision;
(ii) There is just sufﬁcient space/capacity to meet aggre-
gate Link and Place design requirements, at their Min-
imum levels of provision;
(iii) The available space/capacity will enable a design out-
come that lies between meeting the Minimum and De-
sirable levels of provision (as in Figure 6); or
(iv) There is insufﬁcient space/capacity to meet the aggre-
gate Link and Place street design element require-
ments, even at their Minimum levels of provision. 
In case (iv), it is recommended that the street re-
quirements be reassessed; this will probably involve re-
ducing either the Link or the Place status of that street 
segment (and possibly adjoining ones too). In doing so, 
levels of demand may reduce and performance require-
ments may drop, thereby making it easier to ﬁnd a feasi-
ble design solution.
4.2 Developing design options
There are three dimensions involved in shaping the 
development of design options for a street segment:
- The width of the street between buildings, especially 
at the narrowest points;
- The length of the street segment, providing opportuni-
ties to locate street design elements at different points 
along the street (particularly for Place-related elements); 
and
- The timing of provision, by time of day, day of week 
or the season of the year.
The main design constraints usually result from the 
limited available width of the street, and so the focus 
here is on the street cross-section. To investigate this we 
introduce the concept of the trade-off triangle, shown in 
Figure 7. If all the space was allocated to Link users (e.g. 
on an urban motorway), then the total width available 
would be B; conversely, if all the space was reserved for 
Place users, then the available width would be the same, 
but allocated to A instead. Most streets require space for 
both Link and Place-related infrastructure, and so all the 
options of space allocation must lie on the line connect-
ing A and B, or within the triangle.
Within the available space there is often scope for 
varying the location of the Link and Place provision. In 
particular in relation to the positioning of trafﬁc lanes (a 
normal requirement associated with the Link function of 
a street) within the street cross-section. In turn, this af-
fects the location of space that can be allocated to Place-
related activities. This is illustrated in Figure 8. Here the 
Link requirement is for one trafﬁc lane in each direction, 
within a street cross section that is variable in width, but 
considerably wider than this. But the location of the traf-
ﬁc lanes can be varied, so that the Place space responds to 
the local characteristics of the area. For example, wider 
footways may be provided on the sunnier (or more shaded) 
side of the street, or there might be a preference for a me-
dian strip along a busy shopping street to slow down traf-
ﬁc speeds and make it easier for people to cross the street.
The balance and layout of provision of the preferred 
street design for any street segment will depend on the 
relative Link and Place status of that street segment, the 
Source: Ref (5), page 177.
Fig. 6 Assessing scope for accommodating  
Link/Place user needs in cross section
Pdes Pdes
Pmin Pmin
Lmin
Ldes
Source: Ref (5), page 208.
Fig. 7 The trade-off triangle
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nature of the land use characteristics and any transport 
modal priorities, and the physical space available. As a 
consequence, the amount of space allocated to Link street 
functions may vary from one segment to next one, even 
though the Link status and the transport modal priorities 
remain the same. This contrasts with conventional prac-
tice, where in such situations the aim has been to ensure 
continuity of Link design treatment from one street seg-
ment to the next.
This is illustrated in Figure 9, using a corridor in 
Freiberg, Germany, as a case study example. This shows 
two street segments which form part of the same trafﬁc 
corridor into the centre of the urban area and along which 
there is a priority tram route. They differ, however, both 
in terms of the available street width and in their Place 
status and characteristics. Segment One is quite wide (26.6 
metres), and mainly residential in character, while Seg-
ment 2 is narrower (at 21.6 metres) and contains a major 
district shopping centre. 
In Segment One, these considerations have enabled 
separate trafﬁc lanes to be provided for cyclists, cars/gen-
eral trafﬁc and for trams, with limited parking (on one 
side of the street). In contrast in Segment Two, the addi-
tional Place requirements coupled with the more limited 
space has led to a solution where there are still separate 
cycle lanes, but trams and general trafﬁc share the same 
physical carriageway space but are separated in time (us-
ing tram priority signals up-steam and down-stream of 
the street segment), and parking/loading spaces are pro-
vided on both sides of the street.
5. INVOLVING PEOPLE IN STREET REDESIGN
5.1 Background 
Experience gained during the ARTISTS project, and 
subsequent work in London and the West Midlands, has 
demonstrated that the general public and professional 
stakeholder groups ﬁnd it easy to relate to the Link and 
Place concepts outlined in this paper, and ﬁnd them a use-
ful basis for identifying problems and priorities on urban 
streets, and as a basis for developing urban street designs.
Traditionally, trafﬁc engineers develop a preferred 
street design and then ‘consult’ local residents and busi-
nesses, by seeking approval for their proposals (formally 
this is done in the UK by inviting ‘objections’). Here local 
people have very little input into the design process, so 
their concerns and ideas are not incorporated, they have 
little understanding of the limitations faced by trafﬁc en-
gineers and they have little sense of ownership of the ﬁ-
nal scheme. As a consequence, there is often strong local 
opposition to the resulting road scheme, which is seen as 
having been ‘imposed’ on local people, and in some cases 
OPTION 1
OPTION 3
OPTION 5
OPTION 2
OPTION 4
Options for location of ‘Place Space’ in the street, 
once the balance of aggregate Link/Place require-
ments have been determined:
1. Either side of existing ‘centre’ line
2. On south side of carriageway
3. On north side of carriageway 
4. Either side of ‘true’ centre line
5. Running lanes to north and south, with central 
median strip　
Source: Ref (5), Example 50.
Fig. 8 Alternative locations for Place space once the minimum Link 
requirements have been met
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the proposals have had to be abandoned. 
This section describes a public involvement exer-
cise that has been developed to deal with these more con-
tentious types of situation, based around Link and Place 
principles, and which directly involves public stakehold-
ers (local residents, business groups, etc.) in developing 
street design options, with support from the trafﬁc engi-
neers and transport planners, in advance of going out to 
formal public consultation. 
5.2 Case study
The design exercise was carried out in Bloxwich, a 
town to the north of Birmingham, in the English West 
Midlands, with a population of roughly 40,0007. Blox-
wich has a shopping high street that is approximately 700 
metres in length, and is a Place of quite high status. It 
contains around 100 shops and other businesses, and is 
also a major Link with approximately 20,000 vehicles 
passing along it in both directions in a 12 hour period on 
a weekday; 20 bus routes also pass through the area. 
The local council had previously consulted on a 
possible scheme for the high street that had been devel-
oped by an external consultant, with no direct public in-
volvement. This had not been well received at a public 
meeting and had been rejected by local politicians. The 
council wanted to develop a new scheme which recognised 
the range of interest groups and objectives, including those 
of retail/commercial businesses, local residents, through 
trafﬁc and road safety, public transport, pedestrians and 
the need to support the local economy and enhance the 
Source: Ref (5), Example 52.
Fig. 9 Effect of Link/Place status and street width on design solutions
*
tim
e-
de
pe
nd
en
t s
ep
ar
at
ed
!
IATSS RESEARCH Vol.32 No.1, 2008  23
CREATING MORE PEOPLE-FRIENDLY URBAN STREETS THROUGH ‘LINK AND PLACE’ STREET PLANNING AND DESIGN P. JONES, S. MARSHALL,  N. BOUJENKO
local environment. They decided to adopt a more innova-
tive approach, based on Link and Place principles, using 
a combination of physical (‘blocks’) and computer-based 
(‘bytes’) design tools. 
The exercise involved two sequential workshops, 
the ﬁrst starting with a project brieﬁng, and a hands-on 
design exercise, and the second using the computer tool 
to reﬁne the options from the ﬁrst workshop and select a 
preferred option(s). 
5.2.1 The initial design exercise
Participants included local businesses, local resi-
dents, general interest groups and local politicians. They 
were divided into two design groups. Each group was 
provided with a street plan of the high street at a scale of 
1:250, showing the road layout, building line and indi-
vidual premises. The plan labelled every building, and to 
help participants in orienting themselves some photo-
graphs were provided and linked to the plan. 
The plan marked out a minimum set of Link and 
Place requirements that placed some overall constraints 
on the design exercise, namely:
- The ﬁxed building line, and a minimum clear footway 
width in front of the buildings on either side of the car-
riageway of 2.0 metres (2.5 metres in all, to allow for 
street lighting, etc);
- One continuous trafﬁc lane in each direction along the 
full length of the high street. However, the lanes could 
be varied in their position within the highway, as il-
lustrated in Figure 8;
- Minimum amounts of kerbside ‘no stopping’ (double 
red) markings were shown on the plan around side road 
corners and at major junctions, that were required for 
trafﬁc safety or congestion reasons; 
- A minimum number of parking/loading bays, bus stops 
and pedestrian crossings to be provided along the high 
street (or adjacent to it), for particular user groups.
In addition, areas were highlighted that could be al-
located for additional parking and loading spaces on the 
side roads adjoining the high street, and the plan showed 
the private loading/parking spaces behind the buildings. 
In order to carry out the design task, each group was 
provided with a tool kit box containing a series of design 
aids. This is illustrated in Figure 10, and consisted of:
- A set of plastic blocks of different sizes representing the 
most common street design elements, including: park-
ing bays, disabled parking bays, loading bays, bus stop 
bays, bus shelters, pedestrian refuges, bike stands and 
benches. They were constructed to a 1:250 scale and 
colour coded (e.g. blue for the ‘blue badge’ disabled 
parking bays);
- A set of acetates at 1:250 scale showing running lanes 
for general road trafﬁc, bus lanes, cycle lanes, and dif-
ferent kinds of pedestrian crossings. Again, these were 
colour coded (e.g. red for a bus lane, green for a cycle 
lane);
- A set of stickers depicting all the above features, in the 
appropriate sizes and colours. These were stuck onto the 
plan in place of the blocks and acetates, once a design 
had been agreed upon by the group, so that there was a 
permanent record of their proposals; and
- A set of coloured pens, to record any comments and 
mark on any additional street design elements that were 
not in the tool kit, as well as new kerb lines, etc.
An example of one of the groups in action, develop-
ing their street design is shown in Figure 11.
Source: Ref (7), Figure 3.
Fig. 11 One of the groups developing a street 
design option
Source: Ref (7), Figure 2.
Fig. 10 Components of the tool kit for the 
street design exercise
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5.2.2 The second workshop: comparing options
The two design options developed by the groups of 
participants in the ﬁrst workshop were presented side by 
side to the whole group on a large screen, using ‘Line-
Map’ software developed by Buchanan Computing, and 
small scale paper copies were also supplied. This repro-
duced the colour block format, and was also able to con-
vert this into the appropriate road markings. An example 
showing both options for one section of the high street is 
presented in Figure 12.
The whole group then discussed the advantages and 
disadvantages of each design, and they were able to agree 
on one solution, to go forward for formal public consulta-
tion which was edited on screen.
5.2.3 Outcomes of the exercise
Using a Link and Place approach to urban street 
design, as part of an interactive public engagement exer-
cise, resulted in a set of very successful outcomes. Partici-
pants found it easy to understand the principles, and the 
use of the colour-coded scale blocks and acetates helped 
people both to think more creatively about design op-
tions, and ensured that their solutions were generally 
practical. The interactive approach also led to an environ-
ment in which business people and local residents worked 
cooperatively with local council engineers, rather than 
being in opposition as is usually the case.
When the ﬁnal set of proposals was put out to wider 
public consultation, a large majority of people who took 
part supported the proposals, and when the scheme went 
through the legal processes where people are invited to 
submit objections, only one was received. It is very un-
usual to receive so few objections to this type of scheme, 
and shows the success of the approach. The council is 
now using the method on other streets, to engage the pub-
lic in the design process where there are difﬁcult choices 
to be made about the most appropriate design solution.
6. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
In a policy environment where there is a growing 
concern with issues of social inclusion, economic vitality, 
high quality urban realm and urban sustainability, profes-
sionals and the public are recognising the crucial role that 
streets play as Places, in contributing to the quality of life 
in urban areas. It is no longer sufﬁcient to give automatic 
priority to the trafﬁc movement (Link) function of streets: 
this needs to be balanced against the other social and eco-
nomic functions that streets perform. 
Conventional planning and design guidance, as ex-
Source: Ref (7), Figure 5.
Fig. 12 Two designs for one section of Bloxwich high street
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empliﬁed by the Buchanan Report in the UK from 1963, 
sought to separate the Link and Place activities that had 
traditionally been carried out together on urban streets, 
by deﬁning roads as being for either movement or for lo-
cal access, using the ‘rooms and corridors’ analogy from 
architectural designs of that period. 
This paper has set out a new framework for urban 
street planning and design that explicitly takes account of 
the dual role of streets as Links and Places, recognising 
that most urban streets combine both functions – and that 
some of the most attractive ones have both a high Link and 
high Place status. Using a modern architectural design 
analogy, they are the ‘open plan’ equivalents in public 
space.
The paper has shown how Link and Place principles 
can be used at the planning level to deﬁne the functionality 
of the urban street network, to measure street performance 
in a comprehensive manner, and to guide decisions con-
cerning where to prioritise investment and which problems 
to address. At the design level, the approach helps to en-
sure that all user needs are recognised and appropriately 
taken into account, and provides a basis for deciding how 
much relative priority to give to some competing user 
needs over others, in different circumstances. The phi-
losophy and methods have been successfully trialled at 
several sites in London and the West Midlands. Experi-
ence shows that the approach is understood and supported 
by the public and professional stakeholders, and provides 
the basis for meaningful engagement between the differ-
ent groups in developing street design options.
The philosophy underpinning the Link and Place 
approach should help to encourage a new and closer rela-
tionship between the different professions with an interest 
in aspects of street planning and design. The main domains 
of responsibility are illustrated schematically in Figure 
13. 
In particular, the opportunities for closer relation-
ships can be seen as being between: 
- Transport professionals and ‘urban’ professionals. The 
former conventionally have often dominated, in a system 
geared to prioritising the Link function of urban streets. 
But the approach outlined in this paper gives equal im-
portance to the urban professionals, by giving the Place 
function an explicit and equal status.  
- ‘Planners’ and ‘designers’ – i.e. those looking strategi-
cally at the system as a whole, and those dealing with 
detailed design issues affecting particular street segments, 
on the ground. In effect, the ‘planners’ set the brief for 
the ‘designers’ to follow. But awareness of what is work-
ing and what is possible on the ground should feed back 
to inﬂuence the next version of the urban Street Plan. 
Over time, this suggests the value of training a new 
type of urban professional, equipped to look broadly at 
the full range of street functions and requirements, who is 
involved in developing the urban Street Plan and who 
takes the lead in preparing comprehensive design briefs 
for local studies.
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Fig. 13 The complementary roles of the main 
urban professional groups
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